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PIPPIN v. COMMONWEALTH. 

Sept. 9, 1915. 

[86 S. E. 152.] 

1. Homicide (§ 211*) — Evidence — Dying Declarations. — The doc- 

tiine of admissibility of dying declarations as evidence is confined to 
cases of homicide where the death of declarant is the subject of in- 
quiry, and constitutes an exception to the general rule excluding 
hearsay evidence. 

[Ed. Note. — For other cases, see Homicide, Cent. Dig. § 444; Dec. 
Dig. § 211.* 4 Va.-W. Va. Enc. Dig. 849.] 

2. Homicide (§ 221*) — Evidence — Dying Declarations. — When dy- 
ing declarations are admitted, their weight or credibility is a ques- 
tion for the jury. 

[Ed. Note. — For other cases, see Homicide, Cent. Dig. §§ 463, 464; 
Dec. Dig. § 221.* 4 Va.-W. Va. Enc. Dig. 850.] 

3. Homicide (§ 203*) — Evidence — Dying Declarations. — In a pros- 
ecution for manslaughter declarations of deceased as to who had 
shot him were admissible, where he was conscious of his condition, 
knew that death was impending, and had no hope of recovery. 

[Ed. Note. — For other cases, see Homicide, Cent. Dig. §§ 430-437; 
Dec. Dig. § 203.* 4 Va.-W. Va. Enc: Dig. 848.] 

4. Homicide (§ 215*) — Evidence — Dying Declarations. — In a pros- 
ecution for manslaughter a dying declaration by deceased that ac- 
cused had shot him on purpose, although an opinion, was admissible. 

[Ed. Note. — For other cases, see Homicide, Cent. Dig. §§ 451-456; 
Dec. Dig. § 215.* 4 Va.-W. Va. Enc. Dig. '849.] 

5. Homicide (§ 214*) — Evidence — Dying Declarations. — In a prose- 
cution for manslaughter, dying declarations on the part of deceased, 
expressing animosity towards accused, were admissible, since such 
expressions merely affected the trustworthiness of the declarations 
rather than their admissibility. 

[Ed. Note. — For other cases, see Homicide. Cent. Dig. §§ 448-450; 
Dec. Dig. § 214.* 4 Va.-W. Va. Enc. Dig. 849.] 

6. Homicide (§ 332*)— Appeal — Review— Verdict on Conflicting 
Evidence. — In a prosecution for manslaughter, a verdict of guilty, 
based upon conflicting evidence, as to whether the shooting was in- 
tentional or accidental will not be disturbed on appeal. 

[Ed. Note. — For other cases, see Homicide, Cent. Dig. §§ 699-704; 
Dec. Dig. § 332.* 7 Va.-W. Va. Enc. Dig. 164.] 

Error to Circuit Court, Russell County. 

Charles Pippin was convicted of manslaughter, and he brings 
error. Affirmed. 

*For other cases see same topic and KEY-NUMBER in all Key- 
Numbered Digests and Indexes. 
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Finney & Wilson and W . W . Bird, all of Lebanon, for plain- 
tiff in error. 

The Attorney General, for the Commonwealth 



POWERS et al. v. HAMILTON. 
Sept. 9, 1915. 
[86 S. E. 98.] 

1. Appeal and Error (§ 692*) — Record — Questions Presented — Ad- 
mission of Evidence — Where the bill of exceptions to the refusal of 
the court to allow a witness to answer a question did not show at 
what stage of the examination the question was asked, and did not 
contain enough of the evidence to enable the appellate court to clearly 
understand the propriety of the ruling, such bill was insufficient to 
call for consideration. 

[Ed. Note. — For other cases, see Appeal and Error, Cent. Dig. §§ 
2905-2909; Dec. Dig. § 692.* 5 Va.-W. Va. Enc. Dig. 375.] 

2. Appeal and Error (§ 1058*) — Harmless Error — Exclusion of Evi- 
dence Otherwise Elicited. — The action of the trial court, in refusing 
to permit a witness to answer a question which would have elicited 
testimony that was otherwise brought out, if erroneous, was harmless. 

[Ed. Note. — For other cases, see Appeal and Error, Cent. Dig. §§ 
4195, 4200-4204, 4206; Dec. Dig. § 1058.* 1 Va.-W. Va. Enc. Dig. 559.] 

3. Witnesses (§ 275*) — Cross-Examination — Corroboration — Time. 
—Where a question which the court excluded was propounded to a 
witness on cross-examination before the defendant had testified, such 
question was not improperly excluded because its avowed answer 
would have tended to corroborate testimony of the defendant. 

[Ed. Note. — For other cases, see Witnesses, Cent. Dig. §§ 924, 926, 
967-975; Dec. Dig. § 275.* 13 Va.-W. Va. Enc. Dig. 973.] 

4. Taxation (§ 569*)— County Treasurer— Deputy— Duty to Collect 
Tax Tickets — Question of Law. — Where the county treasurer em- 
ployed a deputy treasurer to collect taxes, whether such deputy bound 
himself to collect all the tax tickets issued to him was a matter of 
law, and evidence on such point was inadmissible. 

[Ed. Note. — For other cases, see Taxation, Cent. Dig. §§ 1119-1121; 
Dec. Dig. § 569.* 13 Va.-W. Va. Enc. Dig. 122.] 

5. Taxation (§ 569*) — Officers — Deputy Treasurer — Proceeding to 
Collect Taxes — Evidence. — In a statutory proceeding by a county 
treasurer against his deputy and the latter's sureties to recover the 
amount of certain taxes, on cross-examination, the plaintiff was asked 
if the defendant deputy bound himself to collect all of the tax tickets 
placed in his hands, and the court refused to permit the witness to 
answer, stating the matter was of law. The court permitted defend- 

*For other cases see same topic and KEY-NUMBER in, all Key- 
Numbered Digests and Indexes. 



